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Remarks 



I. Introduction 

This is in response to the Final Office Action dated June 9, 2009. 



The Office Action objected to claim 2 as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if amended to overcome the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
§112, first paragraph, and rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The Office Action rejected claims 1, 3-6, 10-15, 35, and 36 under 35 U.S.C. 

§1 03(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,485,590 to Flyatt et al. (“Hyatt”) in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,631 ,478 to Wang et al. (“Wang”) and further in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,421,071 to Harrison (“Harrison”). 

The Office Action rejected claims 7-9 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hyatt in view of Wang and further in view of Harrison and U.S. Patent 
No. 6,182,246 to Gregory et al. (“Gregory”). 

The Office Action rejected claims 1 , 6, 35 and 36 under 35 U.S.C. §1 1 2, first 
paragraph, for failing to comply with the written description requirement. 



In response. Applicants have amended claims 1, 6, 35, and 36. Claims 16-34 
were previously withdrawn. Claims 1-15, 35, and 36 remain for consideration. 

Under 37 C.F.R. §1.1 16(b), an amendment after final rejection may be made 
canceling claims or complying with any requirement of form expressly set forth in a 
previous Office action. Claims 1 , 6, 35, and 36 have been amended to incorporate 
Examiner suggestions and to more clearly distinguish the claimed subject matter from 
the cited references. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request admittance of the 
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amendments to claims 1 , 6, 35, and 36, and reconsideration and allowance of all 

pending claims. 

II. Rejections under 35 U.S.C. ^112. first paragraph 

The Office Action rejected claims 1 , 6, 35, and 36 under 35 U.S.C. §112, first 
paragraph, stating that “the limitation ‘a first head marker of the data log file indicative of 
a location for storage of a next data log record, the location a memory segment of the 
memory cartridge, the PLC adapted to change the head marker to a record marker 
responsive to storage of the next data log record’” recited in claims 1 , 6, 35, and 36 is 
not described in either applicant’s specification or drawing.” 

The Office Action also states that “the applicant’s specification clearly describes 
that a first head marker, indicative of a beginning memory segment for a data log record 
to be written, can be located on the memory device in [47] and the first head marker can 
be changed to a record marker reflective of the data log record written in at least the 
beginning memory segment in [49].” In response, Applicants have amended 
independent claims 1 , 6, 35, and 36 to delete the phrasing alleged to be unsupported by 
Applicant’s specification and drawings and replaced it with phrasing indicated by the 
Office Action to be supported by the Applicant’s specification and drawings. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1 , 6, 

35, and 36 under 35 U.S.C. §1 1 2, first paragraph. 

III. Rejections under 35 U.S.C. ^103 

Independent claims 1 , 6, 35, and 36 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03 as 
being unpatentable over Hyatt in view of Wang and further in view of Harrison. 

In order to “establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all claim 
limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art.” In re Rovka , 490 F.2d 981 , 

180 USPO 580 (CCPA 1974). Furthermore, “all words in a claim must be considered in 
judging the patentability of that claim against the prior art.” In re Wilson . 424 F.2d 1 382, 
1385, 165 USPQ 494, 496 (CCPA 1970). See also MPEP § 2143.03. None of the cited 



WS\1 193666.2 



Page 1 3 of 1 7 




Appl. No. 10/685,821 



Reply under 37 C.F.R. §116 
Expedited Procedure 
Technology Center 21 00 
references, either alone or in combination, teach all of the claim limitations of 

independent claims 1 , 6, 35 and 36. Therefore, Applicants request the withdrawal of the 
rejections of claims 1 , 6, 35, and 36 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). 

The subject area of the present invention relates generally to a Programmable 
Logic Controller (PLC) and more particularly to utilizing a memory cartridge connected 
to a PLC. As stated in paragraph [0002] of the Specification, “commercially available 
Programmable Logic Controllers (PLC’s) can be supplied with a memory device for 
storage. The memory device, which can be a memory cartridge, is most often an 
electronically erasable programmable read only memory (EEPROM) device.” Figure 8 
depicts a flowchart of an exemplary embodiment of a method 8000 for using the 
memory cartridge which is described in paragraphs [47]-[49] of the specification. In 
brief, “at activity 8100, a first head marker, indicative of a beginning memory segment 
for a data log record to be written, can be located on the memory device... At activity 
8200, the data log record, which can comprise a second head marker, can be written to 
at least the beginning memory segment. The data log record can be written on at least 
one vacant memory segment... At activity 8300, the first head marker can be changed to 
a record marker reflective of the data log record written in at least the beginning 
memory segment. The record marker, as changed, can be indicative of the successful 
writing of the data log record comprising the second head marker.” 

This aspect of the present invention is claimed in independent claim 1 , which 
recites the limitation of “a first head marker of the data log file indicative of a beginning 
memory segment for a data log record of the memory cartridge, the PLC adapted to 
change the head marker on the memory cartridge to a record marker reflective of a 
data log record written in at least the beginning memory segment.” The cited references 
do not disclose this limitation, and, as such, cannot render independent claim 1 
unpatentable. 

The Office Action admits that Flyatt and Wang do not disclose a PLC adapted to 
change a head marker responsive to storage of the next data log record. The Office 
Action states that the limitation of “the PLC adapted to change the head marker to a 
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record marker responsive to storage of the next data log record” is disclosed in Harrison 
column 3, lines 3-20. 

Harrison discloses a synchronous scrolling of time stamped log files. In Harrison, 
“a computer based data analyzing system includes a memory storing a plurality of 
different log files. The memory is accessed to select a group of log files for 
simultaneous display in corresponding windows of a display device. A scroll command 
accesses the memory to simultaneously scroll the group of log files displayed in the 
corresponding windows with respect to a common parameter, such as a time stamp.” 
(Harrison Abstract) 

Harrison column 3, lines 3-20 describe how a user may select a group of log files 
for simultaneous viewing from a list of the available log files for each of a list of 
directories. “After the user selects the files to be viewed, a software function in CPU 1 0 
generates a list of unique time stamps and file positions associated with each unique 
time stamp for each log file, then populates arrays in register 50 with this 
information... Once the arrays are populated, a software function in CPU 10 accesses 
each array, gets the file position of the first time stamp for each log file, then displays 
that portion of each log file from memory 30 in a separate window on display 40 at that 
starting position.” 

The Office Action notes that “[w]hile this is unlike applicant’s disclosed claimed 
device, this reads on broad claimed language.” Applicants have amended claim 1 to 
make explicit what was implicit. That is. Applicants have amended independent claim 1 
to recite that the PLC is adapted to “change the head marker on the memory cartridge.” 
Although Harrison discloses generating a list of unique time stamps and then populating 
arrays in register 50 with this information, Harrison does not disclose changing a head 
marker on memory 30. Thus, Harrison does not disclose “a first head marker of the data 
log file indicative of a beginning memory segment for a data log record of the memory 
cartridge, the PLC adapted to change the head marker on the memory cartridge to a 
record marker reflective of a data log record written in at least the beginning memory 
segment” as recited in currently amended independent claim 1 . 
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Since Hyatt, Wang, and Harrison, either alone or in combination, fail to disclose 
each and every limitation of independent claim 1, the cited references cannot render 
independent claim 1 unpatentable. As such, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal 
of the rejection of independent claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) over Hyatt, Wang, and 
Harrison. 

Independent claims 6, 35, and 36 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) over 
Hyatt, Wang, and Harrison. Independent claims 6, 35, and 36 have been similarly 
amended to claim 1 . As such, the cited references do not disclose each and every 
limitation of currently amended independent claims 6, 35, and 36 for similar reasons to 
those discussed above in connection with independent claim 1 . Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully request withdrawal of the rejections of claims 6, 35, and 36 under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a). 

For the reasons discussed above, all independent claims are allowable over the 
cited art. All remaining dependent claims are dependent upon an allowable independent 
claim and are therefore also allowable. 
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IV. No New Matter has Been Added 

The amendments to claims 1, 6, 35, and 36 do not add new matter. Support for 
these amendments can be found at least in paragraphs [47]-[49] of the specification. 

V. Conclusion 

For the reasons discussed above, all pending claims are allowable over the cited 
art. Reconsideration and allowance of all claims is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 
/ Joseph G. Fenske/ 



Joseph G. Fenske 
Reg. No. 54,592 
Attorney for Applicants 
Tel.: 973-530-2128 



Date: August 3, 2009 

Siemens Corporation 
inteiiectuai Property Department 
170 Wood Avenue South 
iseiin, NJ 08830 
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